This chapter compares recent policy on the use of English and Norwegian in Higher Education with earlier policies on the relationship between the two standard varieties of Norwegian, and it charts how and why English became a policy issue in Norway. Based on the experience of over a century of language planning, a highly interventionist approach is today being avoided and language policies in the universities of Norway seek to nurture a situation where English and Norwegian may be used productively side-by-side. However, there remain serious practical challenges to be overcome. This paper also builds on a previous analysis (Linn 2010b) of the metalanguage of Nordic language policy and seeks to clarify the use of the term 'parallelingualism'.
Introduction
The main goal of this chapter is to consider recent debate and policy development on the use of English in Higher Education in Norway in the light of this country's long history of intervention in language matters. For well over a century the Norwegian language authorities (see e.g. Faarlund, of parallel language use, as experienced and hotly debated today in the context of Norwegian vs. English, is nothing new in Norway, and this inevitably leads us to ask what that experience can teach us as we address the specific challenge of languages being used in parallel in 21 st -century universities. The two cases of parallel languages under consideration here are not completely parallel, if that makes sense. In the Norwegian-internal case it is two varieties of the same language that have been planned while in modern universities it is two different languages. However, in both cases the language varieties in question are for all practical purposes mutually comprehensible to Norwegians and so exist side by side as genuine choices to be made by users and controlled by policy makers. In the Norwegianinternal case the highest profile intervention (see section 2) has involved the corpus of the language (the actual forms used) while in today's Higher Education context it is the status of the languages (how they are used) which is the primary (though not only) issue. However, both cases involve official intervention in the language practices of language users, politically motivated intervention with which users may or may not agree. It is our contention, therefore, and with certain caveats, that the two cases have sufficient in common to allow us to ask pertinent questions about the nature and effectiveness of ideologically driven intervention in people's language practices.
It is evident throughout this volume that both the concepts and the terminology used in the language ideological debates (cf. Blommaert, 1999) surrounding Nordic universities can be unclear and inconsistently employed, and I have addressed three of the most tricky of the "keywords" elsewhere (Linn, 2010b, pp. 121-125) . A second goal in the present chapter preferred language choice when it is not necessary to use a foreign language. (In chapter 7, 16 on culture and the media, we just take the first characteristic as the basis, namely that two languages are used in parallel.)
ii (NIH, 2005, pp. 15-16 ) (my emphasis)
There are two somewhat different uses of the notion of parallelingualism here, the one which describes a situation in which two or more language varieties coexist and where they are mutually comprehensible and available in practice to all members of the relevant language community (otherwise we would have a bilingual or multilingual situation), and the other in which some sort of policy is developed to influence their relative status. Two different uses of the same term is something any science seeks to avoid, and to have a language situation and a language-political process both described as parallelingualism is something scholars working on language policy in Nordic universities should also seek to avoid.
Happily Norwegian has two terms, which MOM (2008, p. 98 ) treats as synonyms. In Nynorsk, for example, these are parallellspråklegheit ('parallelingualism') (e.g. "UiS har også stadig meir internasjonal aktivitet.
Derfor er det viktig å sikre parallellspråklegheit mellom norsk og andre språk" iii ) alongside parallellspråksbruk ('parallel language use'), the latter term being generally preferred (e.g. in the 2008 government paper) as being more native-like in its structure, but both terms appear abundantly in official documents across the web. It is therefore our suggestion that we take the linguistic resources available to us here and reserve the term parallel language use to describe those situations where two or more languages exist side by side (as in Nordic universities) and limit the term 
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parallelingualism to refer to the ideology or practice of intervention, of language management (in the sense of Spolsky, 2009 ). As noted earlier, this terminological distinction might not suit everyone, but we will find it valuable in presenting the case made in the following paper.
The present study is based on scrutiny of a historical series of language policy documents, ranging from the 1966 survey of the language situation in Norway (Innstilling om språksaken fra Komitéen til å vurdere språksituasjonen [IOS], 1966) to the government paper of 2008, which we have already mentioned, and most importantly for present purposes, the policies on language in Higher Education elaborated by the University of Oslo (Hveem, Andersen, Hoen, Krengel & Gupta, 2006) , the University of Bergen (Sandøy, Fløysand, Klock, Laerum, Murison & Østbye, 2007) the results of that history have been. In section 4 we will seek to understand how English became a key issue in Norwegian language policy as the political spotlight shifted away from internal language planning at the national level to external language planning addressing the status of Norwegian as part of an international language ecology (see e.g. Denison, 1982) . Finally in section 5 we conclude our historical journey by addressing the response to parallel language use in modern Norwegian academia in the light of this country's experience of parallelingualism.
Language planning in Norway
Language has been a key ideological battleground in Norway for a century and a half, and terms like strid 'struggle, battle' have become a normal part of the metalanguage, even appearing in book titles (e.g. Hanssen & Wiggen, 1973; Skard, 1963) . It was to describe the dramatic Norwegian experience that the Norwegian-American sociolinguist, Einar Haugen (1906 -1994 , first employed in print the term language planning. Once the first models of language planning had been set out in the 1960s (cf. Haugen, 1966a Haugen, , 1966b Kloss, 1969) , still widely adhered to and taken as a basis for the analysis of language management today (e.g. Ljosland (this volume)), the activity of language planning came to be associated in the literature with the challenges faced by developing nations (e.g. Fishman, Ferguson & Das Gupta, 1968; Rubin & Jernudd, 1971) , so it may strike linguists today as surprising that the "textbook case" of language planning was in fact a Nordic one. But in the mid-nineteenth century Norway was indeed a developing nation, and establishing an independent linguistic identity was an imperative in the process of national awakening, of the establishment of that set of political and cultural norms which had come to symbolise a "modern" nation (Giddens, 1991) . In the political fall-out following the Napoleonic Wars (see Glenthøj, 2012) , Norway had been passed from political union (in reality a colonial hegemony) with Denmark to a somewhat more equal union with Sweden. The union with Sweden remained in force until 1905, but emancipation from Denmark in 1814 7 resulted in a constitution and a much greater degree of autonomy such that Norwegian independence is conventionally taken to date from that year. A university was established in Norway in 1811 (Det Kongelige
Frederiks Universitet in Christiania (Oslo)) (Collett, 1999) . The language situation at the university was not, however, a focus for the language planning described by Haugen or for the particular ideological turmoil which long characterised Norwegian language debate. Language practices in the university system have only been a serious topic for debate and policy development since the turn of the present century, inspired in
Norway at least by the turn in language politics away from debate about planning the corpus of Norwegian to debate about protecting Norwegian and planning its status (see section 4 below). Because Norway has a long history of official intervention in language matters, it is relevant to understand current debates about English in Higher Education in that context, so we will now briefly summarise the century of political intervention in language as described by Haugen, before going on in section 3 to consider what lessons this "avalanche" (Haugen, 1966b, p. 1) of opinion and policy can teach the language policy makers of today about the implementation of workable language measures.
In the immediate aftermath of independence from Denmark there was no official plan to address what written / standard / official variety of the language should be used within Norway, and the subsequent history of intervention in the language has to a large extent been about resolving that lack of control at the outset. Two principal lines of reform evolved democratically, from the bottom up, as the realisations of two private projects. It was only later, when language in due course became official business, and essentially private projects had to be reconceptualised as standard language varieties, that conflicts inevitably emerged. In 1814, then, Norwegians spoke their dialects, and those who were literate wrote and read standard Danish, a variety on the Nordic linguistic continuum lexically and grammatically rather remote from many of the spoken dialects. Literacy outside the towns was surprisingly widespread with concentrations of significant literary activity in certain provincial regions, most notably Sunnmøre in western Norway (cf. Apelseth, 1996) . Several proposals to address the need for an independent standard for an independent nation were advanced and indeed pursued (e.g. Jan Prahl's (1833-1921) Ny Hungrvekja project of 1858 (see Krokvik, 1993) ), but two programmes were pursued more extensively than the others. (Vikør, 1990, p. 87) , and the same might well be said about the situation today where a parallel language policy in universities is the linguistic reflex of ideological conflict between the internationalisation movement and the preservationist movement.
Just after the turn of the 20 th century both varieties were subject to revision in the name of greater standardisation, Landsmaal in 1901 and Dano-Norwegian in 1907. This democratic parallel language use, whereby
Norwegians had two varieties to choose between, began to shift with the reform of 1917 (Haugen, 1966b, pp. 84 ff.) . From now on, the agenda was about managing the problem that had arisen prior to official intervention, the problem (although not everyone sees it that way (e.g. Trudgill, 2006 came into direct conflict with the will of ordinary language users, where the voice "from above" sought to shout down the voice "from below" (see Linn, 2010b for a discussion of this notion of voice in language political debate). In the laconic terms of Rambø (1999, p. 40) , "the languagepolitical situation which developed in Norway in the 1950s and 1960s was filled with great conflict". The disconnect between ideology and practice observed throughout the present volume can be observed in this earlier
Norwegian language planning situation. To return to the distinction we sought to make in the introduction to this paper, a situation of parallel language use had given way to one of parallelingualism, direct intervention in the parallel language situation through the manipulation of the two languages in question. Norwegians, at least the more articulate and active, supported by some well organised associations (notably the Riksmål Association [Riksmålsforbundet] (see Langslet, 1999) ) had demonstrated very clearly that their language choices could not in a democratic context be managed via the instrumental resolution of a theoretical problem.
Language practice is more complex and more socially rooted than the simple expedient of planning either corpus or status would tolerate.
The Norwegian lesson
So the Norwegian lesson, at least at the point at which Haugen came to describe and interrogate it, appeared to be that language planning could not simply take two language varieties and seek to control their use in the name of a policy, that practice would not yield to ideology. Hultgren We refer to the United Nations Declaration on Human Rights, Article 2, which equates amongst other things language and religion as values which constitute the personality of the individual and sets boundaries for the intervention of the state (Riksmålsforbundet, 1966, p. 8) .
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The Vogt Committee reported in appropriately irenic terms, putting forward six primary proposals. The most significant of these in terms of language planning was proposal 6, recommending the replacement of the We need to move on to consider the changing status of English in
Norwegian language politics before we turn to Higher Education policy in particular, but we can summarise the show so far as follows: 
English takes centre stage
Without any gasp of surprise we can now reveal that the battleground for
Norwegian language policy development has moved from the languageinternal struggle to language-external lines drawn between Norwegian as a whole on the one hand and English on the other. As with the issue of Samnorsk in the older language-internal struggle, the battle is not between other modern foreign languages, was little more than a practical skill to be acquired alongside more serious studies (Sandved, 1998, pp. 11-33 14% of students at the University were taking the linguistic-historical line which included English, compared to 21% of students studying medicine and just over 2% theology (Sandved, 1998, p. 322 Hellevik (1909 Hellevik ( -2001 , as the published version of a talk given at the 1959 annual general meeting of the Language Commission. It is noteworthy that the head of the beleaguered national language agency was redrawing the battle-lines at precisely this point in language policy history. Hellevik remarks in his opening words that there was general consternation in Norway about the "language invasion from Anglo-American" (Hellevik, 1963, n.p.) and that he has published his talk as a response to that. questions.
x (Hellevik, 1979, p. 175) During the 1980s there was a steady flow of articles in the Language
Council's in-house journal critical towards the presence of English in the Norwegian language ecosystem (e.g. Bjørnsen, 1983; Hansen, 1982; Lind, 1988) . By 1989 the editor of Språknytt was writing of "den engelske syken"
('English sickness'), another name for rickets, but an official recognition here of the prevalent language policy discourse which describes English in Norway in terms of disease and infection.
This has been rather a long historical journey but an important one to travel. Objection in Norwegian language planning to the inappropriate use of English is nothing new but rather it has been steadily developing over the course of the past half century such that it has become natural to write of loss and the need for protection. In the spirit of the anthropomorphic terminology of historical linguistics, English is somehow a virus killing off healthy Norwegian limbs and not just a language form chosen by many Norwegians as part of their broader language repertoire. 2. Teaching at the entry level will be delivered in Norwegian.
The Voice of Higher Education policy
3. Support for the publication of Norwegian-language textbooks must be strengthened.
4. All students on a Norwegian-language programme must be required to write at least one substantial piece in Norwegian in the course of their studies, and a rule should be introduced that doctoral dissertations in other languages should be accompanied by a comprehensive Norwegian summary.
Institutions should offer a practical language service [språkvasktjeneste]
to ensure appropriate quality in both English and Norwegian texts. It is more of a scholarly disquisition on the subject than the other reports, due primarily to the fact that the chair of the committee which prepared it, Helge Sandøy, is personally and professionally highly engaged with the sociolinguistic issues at stake. In common with the other reports and through reference to them (Bergen came a year later than Oslo and the Universitets-og Høgskolerådet) it contains a series of recommendations which stem from an underlying vision for the language situation which is most desirable within the institution, and this runs as follows:
Norwegian is the main language of the University of Bergen. In other words, the language of teaching, administration and day to day activity is usually Norwegian. The University also places great emphasis on good contact with international research, something which requires that some activity has to take place in one of the larger international languages, most often English. To be both active in international research and to maintain responsibility with respect to Norwegian society, the University's goal is to develop as much parallelingual practice as possible. The choice of language has to be governed by its purpose and not by political prestige. Good language will be practised both in Norwegian and in foreign languages (Sandøy et al., 2007, p. 23) .
xv This is a model of parallel language policy. However, Samnorsk also seemed to its proponents to be a model of good sense, to be democratic and ...neither total reason nor total irrationality are in the offing and particularism and globalisation cohabit in a sometime antagonistic as well as in a sometime cooperative marriage (Fishman, 2001, p. 480 
Teaching
 The language of teaching at universities and colleges will normally be Norwegian. To achieve the practical end of developing competence in English amongst Norwegian-speaking students or the integration of overseas students, the language of teaching may also be English.
 The language of teaching should be Norwegian during the first years of study. From the third year onwards there should be an opportunity for the use of English.
 The Scandinavian languages-Norwegian, Swedish and Danish-should be regarded as equally valid as languages of teaching.
 In developing a language policy strategy, the purpose of the studies should be taken into account. At a general level there should be no distinction between different types of discipline or professional / nonprofessional studies. In all types of study the language policy should be subjugated to the cultural policy responsibility of universities and colleges to maintain Norwegian technical language and dissemination through Norwegian.
 Language competence as part of the learning outcomes should be included in the national qualifications framework and in institutional plans.
 Dedicated technical term groups should be established in the university and college sector with appropriate administrative and financial backing. These groups should also have the job of maintaining
Norwegian technical terminology and of defining Norwegian terms in relation to international terminology.
 Support for the publication of Norwegian higher education textbooks should be maintained and strengthened.
 Exam answers should normally be written in Norwegian, but on some courses those students who wish to do so should have the opportunity to choose to answer in English. Students should not be required to write answers in English on courses where this is not part of the particular character or aim of the course.
 With regard to new appointments to posts which involve teaching, there should be requirements regarding language skills, for example that the appointee must master Norwegian or another Scandinavian language orally and in writing or achieve this competence in the course of a two year period, and that the appointee must furthermore be prepared to provide teaching in English.
 Institutional frameworks should be established in the form of courses and access to systematic supervision to strengthen the linguistic competence of Scandinavian-speaking staff who teach in English.
Courses in Norwegian should also be set up for academic staff without sufficient capacity to be able to teach in Norwegian.
 Courses in academic writing, where the intention is to develop the students' skills in the use of language, text and genre, should be part of the subject provision in institutions.
 More advanced students should be familiar with and able to use technical language in English and possibly other languages.
 Support courses should be provided for students who need to develop their competence in English technical language.
 Overseas students should have the offer of courses in Norwegian language, culture and society, appropriate to the length of their stay.
Research
 Discipline communities should work actively to raise awareness with regard to the choice of language of publication.
 Professional considerations and the chance of communication with relevant national and international discipline communities should be the basis for the choice of language of publication.
 Norwegian should therefore still be a relevant language for scientific publication in some disciplines.
 In most disciplines, however, English or another international language should be the principal language of scientific publication.
 Institutional language requirements should be developed pragmatically, such that they advance Norwegian where appropriate and an international language where appropriate.
 Institutions should work concertedly to clarify to staff that evaluation under the reward system for scientific publication is not based on language but on quality and communication in a language the international field uses and understands.
 Doctoral dissertations written in Norwegian shall have a full summary of 5-10% of the length of the dissertation in an international language.
 Doctoral dissertations written in an international language shall have a full summary of 5-10% of the length of the dissertation in Norwegian.
 Institutions should offer a language checking service for manuscripts, especially directed towards manuscripts in international languages.
Dissemination and public engagement
 Dissemination to the general public should take place in that language which is most appropriate to the audience being addressed.
Dissemination to the Norwegian and Nordic public should take place in Norwegian, while dissemination to particular groups within Norway or to the international public should take place in English or another international language.
Administration and information
 The language of administration should continue to be Norwegian.
 The web pages of universities and colleges should contain readily accessible information in English in addition to the Norwegian pages.
 Both Norwegian language varieties should be clearly visible at the colleges and the universities through the written texts in various media and forms of presentation. At least 25% of written texts in the various areas of administration internally and externally should be in that language form the institution uses least.
 Alternative practices to achieve the goal of parity between the Norwegian language forms can be tried out to the extent that it is in line with the intention of genuine parity between the language forms. 
